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TI-IE USE OF 1HORSEN1S 
PRIMARY INDIVIDUAL LANGUAGE SCREENING TEST 
AS A LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT TOOL 
By 
SUSAN K. SANDERS 
B. S . , East ern Illinoi s  Univers ity, 1979 
ABSTRACT OF A 11IESIS 
Submit t ed in part i al fulfi l lment of the requirement s 
for the degree o f  Mas t er o f  Sci ence in Speech Pathology at the 
Graduat e School of Eas t ern Illinois Univers ity 
CHARLESTON , ILLINOIS 
1980 
ABSTRACT 
An att empt was made to es t ablish Thors en ' s  Primary Ind ividual 
Languag e Screening Tes t (PILS) as a v alid ins trument for s creening child 
languag e by comparing p erfonnance o f  a k indergart en populat ion on the 
PILS and the C arrow Test o f  Auditory Comprehens ion of Languag e (TACL) . 
Seventy- five subjects were adminis t ered both t es t s  and correlat ional dat a 
was analy z ed .  If a s t at i s t i cal ly sign i fi c ant relat ionship exis t ed, then 
one could assume that a s core on the PILS would pred i ct how one would do 
on the TAC L .  Tes t - retest reliability and intra- and int er- examiner 
reli ab ility were examined. Dis cr iptive s t at is t i cal charact eris t i cs of th e 
PILS s cores and TACL s cores were obtained for th e population s tudied . 
The r esults of the s t atis t ical analys es revealed that the PILS i s  
not r e l at ed t o  t h e  TACL at a s tat istically s ignifi c ant level . The two 
t es ts are examining different aspects of language. The PILS is t e s t ing 
several i t ems that deal with cogn i t ive pro c essing in the express ive mode, 
and the TACL with granunat i c al s tructures in the receptive mode . Skewnes s 
·and kurtos i s  values of the i tems indi cated that some were d i s crim inat ing 
for ag e  and s ex groups . A wide s t andard dev i at ion for both t e s t s  leads 
one to ques t i on if they di fferent iat e b etween ag e and s ex groups as a 
language t e s t  should . A Kruskal-Wallace analys is of var i ance also indicat­
ed thi s  for the PILS . Analys i s  o f  the raw dat a revealed examiner 
reliab ility and score stab ility . 
A general conclus ion i s  that as it exi s ts, now, th e experimental form 
of the PILS i s  not a sensit ive screening t e s t . This author i s  sugges t ing 
that the PILS not be tot ally reject ed . What is needed is careful s tudy 
and revisions to make it a more valid and effi c i ent as sess ment measure� 
ment . Recommendations are includ ed . 
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CHAPrER I 
INTROD�TION . . ·•· " .• · • • .  .' ! ;. . � ., • . , . 
£ntrQduc�ion to. the Prol>letm 
Clin;icians working in a school,e�Vironment.are.under 
conatant preaa�e to do. moret: in.�ess;.tim8 ••• &tore .th8� 
•VY' can. begin•:· the .  child.with a· problem has· .to' be. identi­
fied�. It. is.not possible to ad.minister extensive tests . 
or collect lEU"ge lmigU&ge samples ,trom. each child.. Some 
. to?in of �reening 'is nec:e8Saq,..:but . . this 'is,nlore.easj.ly 
' stated than aecompliah9d '(Lloydt. 1976,:p. 92)., · .  
. 
' . . . . . : ' .... " .. '
. 
. 
' 
�e,:pirpose .. o�. - ac��  in .. � public,sc�� is. to de-. . .. r . . 
tenjine if a child needs further aasesament to identify a language dis-
. .'�.. . l . • 
. 
' . ' :·· . ..
. ' v . • • .. , . , . ; • • ' 
. 
; 
• • • . 
ord•r•· 'f)lereforet- a soreeajn.g.test is needed that.can. be admjnistered . f . . . . . . .· . . . . 
qui"�" and. eff'icien�y to a large number of children. Until nowt dis-. 
�U8Sicms ot language screen:ing tests appropriate for a school-age pop--
-. • I 
' •  • ' 
< • 
., 
' 
• • • • ' ' 
·' 
. 
11lat1,on are practically nonexistent (Wiig and Sem&l;· 1976). Currently., 
; 
"
. . 
·, 
. 
·· . '.
.
. . . •, ·:. . 
. . . 
�z:oe.is little reaearoh about 18JJ81Ulge deve�opment during the school. 
. • . ..
. 
( 
� . ' ''•t. • '
. •·; . '. - ' . 
. 
I . 
. . 
J9N'••· Moat "search has b .. n .. done (m. pre..a<:hool,children and. is re-
� ... . _.·, ' . , . . ' • .• . , __: •• • .. . ;' r � • • .1 • • •• • .  • . • . ' •. ; ' 1 ; . . . 
. . ' '. ; . . .·;: � ' ' ' . ' . 
]JO:rtecl,aa age-equivalent �ona whtt:;h are.not.usehl,for the school 
• • • • • • • : 
' • :· 
- ' • •  • • •• • .. � • ., • • •  : (" • 1 ,,. ' '  '" ·.. • ' , • ' - • • •• • ' • 
' 
• 
. elf nician •. 
.... ·; • » '� 
• 
School speech-� pathologists are.now respo�ible tor pre- .  
. . ·, , .  . 
. 
. ·' . ... _, . ' . 
•hqol ohildren� but are aware.of the .  problems at this level.only upon . . . . . ' ' \ . . · '  ··' '• ' . : 
.�t. ba\'>yaitter or preschool teacher•s referral. Verbal intelligence 
I 
-� provide . the beat general index of language skµJ.s . . for school--
-•; o�nt· but._they are more time.consuming to use and must be ad ... 
-1n1atered bya peyuhol�gist (Bloom, 1978). · 
Asse�nt tools are needed which oan single out.the children 
1 
2 
em,-olled in school vho need further assessment to determine if the child is 
J.angUage d�sordered. A child needs to have appropriate language skills 
. 
' 
. 
. 
. .. in . . order. to acquire the essential tools for acquisition of language. ' . � ' '' 
' 
. 
. Wiig and Se�l (1976) feel that a chi]4 in the first grade.is aware 
. 
. 
' . . . 
. 
.of his failures and negative emotional.reactions may.occur because of 
.. ' '  
; ' ,• ' . 
, ,  . ' ·. 
, . \ 
·
· .. 
. 
. this awareness. . ,In the second grade., the demand tor auditory language 
' I' '\' 
' '.' : . . 
:.proc•ssing., o�al presentation and verbal recall increases • .. Less time 
.is spent with manipulative materials and a greater emphasis is placed 
.� abstract conc•P:ts• Language delays tend to 1i�ta child's potential 
.. for reading eomprehension, spelling, and mathematics. By the third grade, 
.. the problem is usually obvious .CWiig and Semel., 1976). These children 
. ,' 
.. . . . . . . 
. need to be identified before this succession ot faiiures is allowed to 
But the school speecll-language pathologists are under limitations 
which hinder them in this identification process� They do not have the 
.µme.available to do a �l language �ssment on each child in the 
school... A too1 is needed that will tap various skills defi4:iencies that 
. .  
. . " ·  . . . . ; . ' 
vo� J,.mpede a child's le�. 
There are currently several different
.
theories o f  what.a language 
. 
. . 
' 
. . ' \  . . . . . 
dtsorder is and which or the many features of .. language should be iDe1uded 
' . . . , ,  . ' . . . ' . .  ' ·
, 
\ 
.. ;in a test. TheJ:"e are no specific scores of be�viors whicl:l -determine 
' 
' 'I. ' . · . . . . , ;· 
. 
, 
. 
. 
:··· 
d•�ancy but there are signs and olues to which teachers qan be alerted .. 
· .  \ •, 
. . . . . ·  ·', : ' ' 
{Lloyd, 1976) .. 
It was :for the reasons of time l.imitations and interest in alert-
. 
. 
ing the apeech-i-l.anguage pathologist to ohildren in need of f'llrther diag-
nostic evaluation that Claire Braker Thorsen., speech-1.anguage pathol.o­
gist for the Charl.eston Community Unit #1 School.District, Charl.eston, 
Illinois, designed the Experimental Form of the Primary Individual Lan­
uage Screening (PILS). Items included in the test are based on Thorsen•s 
seven years of experience with the public school population in determining 
the areas of language· that are most handicapping to children in the class­
room.. These are: Pronouns, Sentence Construction, Opposites, Reasoning·, 
. Auditory Memory, Following Directions, Numbers, Sentence Structure, and 
Daye of the Week. Also considered were the items that were most diffi­
.cult for the children enrolled in her language therapy program. These 
were Auditory Discrimination, Reasoning, Categories, Opposites, Analo­
gies, Auditory Memory, Numbers; Ben tence Repetition, and Sentence Btruc•·: . 
ture • 
. The PII.S is an experimental form of a language· screening test which 
attempts to identify those children who might have a significant language 
problem. Successful and early identification of these children can lead 
to appropriate language therapy programs. This study attempts to deter­
mine if the PIIB is a useful tool of language screening for the population 
upon which it was tested. 
� Research Design. 
The primary purpose of this investigation was to establ.ish that a 
statistic.ally significant relationship exists between the PI.LS and the 
C.arrow Te.et of Audi tor:r Compreheuion of Language in orier to establish 
that the PILS is a valid inatrwa,ent for language screening. If a high 
correl.ation exists, then one could assume that a .score on the PILS would 
prediet the score that will be obtained on the TACL. .Since the .adm:inis­
tration time of the T.ACL is doubl.e that of the PILS and it takes 10-1.5 
minutes to score the TACL, it would be possible to use the P::µ.s to iden­
tify those children who would probably do poorly on the T.ACL. Therefore, 
screening and identification would be made more time efficient. The 
basic methodological procedure consisted of admini:stering both instru,.. 
ments and generating correlational data on a kindergarten population. 
Specifically the following research hypotheses were posed at the onse.t 
of this study: 
1. There is a statistically significant relationship between the total 
PILS -score and the total TACL score •. 
z. There is a statistically significant relationship between the PILS 
subtest scores and the total TACL and PILS scores. 
A Spearman .!!h2, Correlation Coefficient was computed to compare per­
formances on the two measures. A coefficient of .75 at the L .05 level 
of confidence was needed to accept these hypotheses� .Acceptance would 
establish that a significant relationship between the two measures ex­
ists. 
In addition to these hypotheses, the following questions were ex­
aminedl 
1. What is the test-retest reliability of the Pll.S? 
A randOlll sample of s�bjects were seleeted to be administered the two 
instruments approximately three weeks atter the initial testing • 
. 4 What is the intra-examine:r and inter•ex•miner reliability of the PILS? 
A Pearson Product Moment Correla.tion Coefficient was obtained compar­
ing the initial and second scoree on the two instruments administered 
by the same and different examjners. E."V'mination of the raw data de­
termined inter... and intra:-judge rel.iability is the agreement of scores 
obtained by di�terent judges for the aame subject. Intra-judge relia­
bility is the agreement ot scores obtained by different judges tor 
the same subject. 
5 
'• What are the descriptive statistical characteristics of the PILS 
scores and TACL scores obtained for the sample? 
(a) Measures of central tendency: 
1 )  Mean 
2) Standard . deviation 
(b) Standard error of the mean 
(c) Skewness and kurtosis 
These were computed to determine how a subject performed in compari­
son with the rest of the population. Standard error of the mean was 
calculated to determine the probability of the obtained means occuring 
by chance. , Skewness and kurtosis values were used to determine how 
discriminating the items were for the population tested. Skewness is 
the lack of symmetry of a frequency distribution, and kurtosis is the 
concentration of peakedness or flatness of the scores of ·the frequency 
distribution. 
4. What are the differences between the scores on the PILS and TACL for 
the males and female subjects? . 
A Kruskal-Wallace one-way analysis of variance was calculated to as­
certain the location of significant differenc es among the groups of 
subjects in terms of age and sex of the subjects. 
Importance of the Study 
This study is important today because the public school speech­
language pathologist is urider time pressure to test a number of chil­
dren and quickly identify those with language disorders. With the ad­
vent of Public Law 94-142, it is necessary for the speec h-language path­
ologist to establish their caseload in a short period of time so that 
the children will receive an active therapy program as soon as possible.. 
6 
If a statistically significant relationship does exist between the two 
instruments, then the PILS could be used in such a fashion. 
Discussion of the Term Language Screening 
Language screening enables the.speec�-language pathologist to ex­
amine a large number of children in a relatively short period of time. 
A test requiring approximately 15 minutes administration time.would be 
effective for this purpose. The test must scan a variety of skills in 
order to give the clinician some idea of where to go from there. These 
usually are vocabulary, prepositions, syntactic complexity, plurals, 
sentence repetition , grammatical usage, sentence length, pronouns, verbs, 
following directions , and basic concepts. 
A diagnosis of a language disorder must not be made on the basis 
of screening alone. A speech-language pathologist should be able to de­
termine what types of tests are needed in a total diagnostic evaluation . 
from results obtained through screening procedures. This will enable 
clinicians to be more time•motion efficient in analyzing diagnostic in• 
formation and planning relevant therapy. 
CHAP.rER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Methods of :Language Screening 
The school speech-language pat.hologist has some instruments which 
may be used to screen a large number o f  children to determine which of 
them ne eds further assessment. These vary with respect to individual 
approaches and features of language tests. The following tests have 
been utilized as screening devices for a school age population even if 
they are not identified as such. 
Assessment of Children ' s Comprehension of Language - The Assessment of 
Children's Comprehension of Language (ACIC) was designed to enable the 
speech-language pathologist to determine how many word classes in dif­
ferent combinations of length and complexity a child is able to under­
stand. · The authors suggest that as a group, language disordered chil­
dren have poor auditory memory skills. The ACIJ; attempts to determine 
at what level. the child is unable to process and remember lexical items 
in a syntactic sequence . These lexical items are called "critical ele-
ments." The test assesses core vocabulary, comprehension of an increas­
ing number of items, and the consistency of patterns of words missed 
within a sequence (Foster; Giddan, and Stark, 1972). The ACW is a 
receptive .test of language abilities which can be administered. and scored 
in 15-20 minutes. It consists of four parts and was designed. for children 
ages 3-0 to 6-5 years. Part A consists of 50 common count nouns, present 
7 
8 
progressive verbs , and some prepositions and modifiers. One critical 
element is tested per.·item. It would be fUtile to continue with the 
test if a.child misses seyeral items in Part A because the words tested 
.are the core vocabulary for the rest of the test. Part A is scored by 
the number of correct items. To respond to Part B, a.:child must compre­
hend two critical elements. Syntactic sequences tested are Agent-Action 
(N + V), Attribute-Object (Modifier + N), and Attribute-Agent (Modifier 
+ N). A percent correct score is obtained and the examiner can deter­
mine which critical elements were correct or incorrect. This is help­
� in determining word order errors. Part C examines three critical 
e1ements in the syntactic sequences Attribute-Agent Action (Modifier + 
N + V); Agent-Action-Object (N + V + N), and Object-=Relation-Object · 
(N + Preposition + N). Again, percent correct scores and descriptions 
_of the child's patterns of errors are obtained. In Part D, there are 
four critical elements examined. The stilJlUlus items express Agent-Action 
l'elations in the in the forms of N + V + Preposition, N + V + Modifier + N, 
and Modifier + N + Preposition + N. A percent correct is computed and an 
.analysis· of error patterns is made (.Foster, Giddan, and Stark, 1972). 
Means and standard deviations are gi:ven but no standard scores of cut-
offs are given for the ACW. The authors -do not report any test of ex­
aminer reliability nor are there any YBl.idity 11easures (Wiig and Semel, 
198o)., The ACIC Group Form was issued in 1973 to more quickly identify 
-thQse children who may need the full test administered. It consists of 
twelTe items. Booklets are given to small groups of- children and they 
.mark the atilrmlu.s picture with a craypn;; There is no data comparing_ the 
eoreening form to the ACW (Darley, 1979). 
:Bankson Language Screening Teat - The Bankson Language Screening Test 
9 
(BLST) was designed to test psycholinguistic and perceptual skills of 
children ages 4-4 to 7-0 years. .Administration time is 2.5-30 minutes. 
Seventeen of the most discriminating items can be used as a screening 
test. The BLST is ba.sica1ly a test of expressive abilities. Norms are 
. provided for the expressiYe portions only. The test is divided into .fiYe 
parts. The semantic part e'V81.uates body parts, categories, functions, 
colors-quantity, opposites, nouns, verbs and prepositions. The morph.ol-
ogy portion tests pronouns, verb tense, plurals, Qomparatives and super­
latives. Subject-verb agreement, negation , and sentence repetition/ 
judgement are tapped by the syntax portion of the test. Visual percep-
tion is tested through matching, discrimination, association and sequencing • 
. 
. 
The auditory perception portion likewise tests memory, sequencing and dis-
crimination (Bankson, 1977). Means and standard deviations for raw scores 
by subtests are reported with groups of six month age categories. Percen-
. tile ranks are included only for the total test score for the one-half 
year age groups. The normative sample indicates that the instrument is 
.sensitive to developmental differences at the lower age levels. "This 
test ••• does not yield information about the language ski11s commonly 
impaired in children within the upper pre-school and .early elementary 
school years suspected or know to have language problems" (Darley, 1979, 
Del-Rio Language Screening Test, En.glis!1f8panish - This test is designed 
to identify children with deviant language performance who are between 
the ages o.f 3-0 to 6-11. The test has norms for three groups of chil-
dren: Anglo English-speaking, Mexican-American English-speaking, and 
Mexican-American Spanish•speaking. The DRLST can be administered in 
.English or .SpaJlish. The DRLST has a format of ti ve subtests which cover 
10 
(1) receptive, single word noun and verb vocabulary4 (2) repetition of 
aentences with length complexity varied; (3) repetition of sentences that 
increase in grammatical complexitn (4) memory for increasing number of 
.oral. commanda1 and (5) story comprehension. Items are scored correct or 
incorrect and the raw score is the number correct for each subtest. The 
.test takes approximately 12-1.5 minutes to administer. The normative data 
provides the following information for each subtest& age ranges in year 
intervals, percentile rankings, and distances one and two standard devi­
ations below the mean. A score below the tenth percentile indicates the 
need for t'urther assessment. The DRLST is highly recommended as a screen­
ing tes t for language devianc y for the population and area on which it was 
normed (southwest United States). It should be used with caution or not 
at all, with other cul.tural groups of Spanish-speaking children (Darley, 
1979). 
Denver Developmental Screening Test - The revised edition of the Denver 
Deirel.opmental Screening Test was designed and standardized to aid the 
health provider in detecting possible developmental problems. It consists 
of. 105 items for ages.O..,;.. 6-0 years. Some ot the items can b• passed by 
report of the pa.rents. It consists of four subtest.a.: .Personal-Social, 
Fine Moto.r-.Adaptive, Language, and Gross Motor Skills., Age scales are 
prori.ded :for each item. These scales are baaed on the point wher� 2.5'/J, 
5()%, ?r.;1,, ad 9°" of all children in the . normative sample were able to do 
these tasks. .Administration time is 30-45 minutes. A child fails a sub­
test it he fails two of the items in that category. The authors recom­
Dend a second acreening of the subtest the child failed approximately 
two weeks after the first admi n:i stration. Receptive and expressive items 
1.re included in the sub.test. Abilities examined include: responding to 
11 
sound, vocalizing, use of three different words , giving first and la.et 
JUUl18t colors, opposites, analogies, prepositions, definitions, body parts, 
plurals, and following directions. Sine.a norms are available for each 
.Ubtest, the language portion could be given by itself (Frankenberg, Do.dds, 
Fana].1 and Gohrs; 1967) • 
.Houston Test tor Language Development -
. 
There are two parts t� the Houston 
Test for Laiiguage Development. Part I is tor children 0 - 3-0 years and 
Part. II extends to age 6-0. Administration time is 30 minutes and 5-10 
minutes are needed for scoring. Both expre8Sive and receptive skills are 
included involving such specific categories as melody, rhythm, accents, 
gestures, articnlation, vocabulary, grammatical usage and construction, 
auditory judgement, syntactical complexity, sentence length, prepositions, 
geome trical -designs, and temporal context. F.ach item is weighted relative 
to the total number of 1 tems at that level. The number of correct items 
.are multiplied by the item value and the productS are totaled. A basal 
age;; upper age and language age are ob.tained. Children are considered 
to haYe a language problem if they score two or more years below their 
chronological age (Crabtree, 1963). Reliability and validit,- data for 
this test .are inadequate. Standardization data are available only on a 
narrow segment of the population. The manual allows moeh 1;oom for sub.-
_jective judgement in scoring o.f specitie: items. (Darley., 1979)• 
. Mi!1'4Jsan .Picture . Language Inventory .... 'fhis. test was deTeloped by Lerea . . 
(1958) '1nd Wolsld. (1962)., It was designed to measure vocabulary and 
�..-.tical •tl-Dctureaia :Each of these is .teeted in .x-eceptive and ex .. 
pressive modes. 'fhe. test ia designed to be developmental, withnormative 
data pr<>vided for chil.dren 4-0, :5-09 and 6-0 ,..ears of age. Administration 
time is one hour or 1onger. 'fhirty•five vocabulary items were selected 
12 
trom the Buckingham and Dol.ch word count list for children. Children 
.are first asked to name the pictures. Receptive vocabulary testing tol-
1ows the expressive portion. The child is .asked to point to the correct 
�cture ot three. Items in the language structure �btest are used to 
test singular and plural nouns, personal prc>nouns, possessives, adjec ... 
·'.ti'N.8• demo�tratives, articl.es, adverbs• prepositiona1 and verbs. First 
the items are presented and the child is asked to name the key item rep.­
.reaented by the stimulus. A modeling/grammatical closure type procedure 
·i,s used to evoke .a verbal response from the child. The child is then 
asked to receptively identify the stimulus item. Again, only items failed 
,cm the .expressive portion are tested receptiTely (Lerea, 1958). Ruder 
(1979) had three cl.inici8Jl8 administer the test to five language disor-
;44P.'ed and five normal ehildren. .Compari$on of reaulta i.Ddicatecl agre9"' 
·'lllent: on only one subject.. All 4linicians agreed that they would not give 
the test again by choice. They found the directions and scoring to be 
.contwsiDg and sometimes misleading. As a foll.ow-up to the test, they 
adm:fnistered all receptive items and found that .all .subjects made errors 
\ 
in.comprehension of items preTiously passed expressive.ly. Given this in­
formation, and the 18.ngtlq administration time, the .clinical use of the 
MP.LI seems limited • 
.. northwestern Sptax Screeaj.ng '?eat - The RSST is designed as areceptiTe 
test to .aonen for the ability to differentiate and interpre.t .sentences 
0-f increasing syn•tic .complent1. The .xpressive portion •xamjnes the 
.differentiatiOJJ. of grammatical eoatrasts in the delayed repetitions of 
sentences of increaei.ng syntactic complexity (Wiig and Semel, 198o). 
The test is for wse with .ages ,_o to S...O years and takes app.roxi.�tely 
15 minutes to administer.. The linguistic, struc.turea which are aaaeased 
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include personal pronouns, possessives, wh- questions, demonstratives, 
verb tenses, plural inflections, negation, yes-no questions, and con­
trasting word order in active and passive sentences. Norms ar.e presented. 
for six-month levels in terms of. the 10th, 25th, 50th, 7.5th and 90thper­
.centi1es, as well as means and standard deviations. Receptive and expres­
.sive norms are reported separatel.y. For use in screening large numbers 
.of children, it is suggested that the child is ad.ministered the test onl;r 
atil he reaches the 10th percentile for his age. .This is the cutoff 
point for what is considered normal.. .Thus the entire test woul.d only 
have to be administered to those chi1dren who do poorly (Lee, 1971 ) . 
Prutting, Gallagher, and Mul.ac (1975) compared the results obtained from 
a spontaneous language sample. Thirty percent of the structures incor.o. 
.recUy produced on the NSST were correcUy produced .in spontaneous speech. 
Arnt (1977) has suggested that the norms for the NSST are not readily gen­
eralized to the entire popUlation. Also she feels that the sample size 
was too small to yield stable estimates. Byrne (19?7) suggested that the 
task req.,uirements have confounded results at different ages. The gap be­
tween •xpressive and receptive scores might have resulted from greater 
memory requirements, rathe.r than language ability. In a reply to Arnt 
( 1977) and Byrne ( 1977 ) ., Lee stresses that this is a screening test only. 
Sh$ repeats that in the test manual it states that norms beyond the 6-0 
year level are doubtful. Lee advised clinicians to establish their own 
norms loc.ally. Al.eo noted was that �cording to clinical reports, it 
tends to overaelect rather than lJlldersel.ect children for further diagnosis 
. (Lee, 1977). 
�abody Picture Vocabulary Test - According to the manual, the PPVT is 
intended to " • • •  provide an estimate of a subject's verbal intelligence 
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through measuring his hearing vocabulary" (Dunn, 1965, p.25). The�· 
· was designed for ages 2.-0 - 18-0 -,ears. There are two forms to the test 
and it takes 10-15 minutes to administer. The subject points to the pie-
tu.re depicting the given verbal stimulus. T:h& raw score is the number of 
correct responses. Tables permit the .conversion of raw scores to mental 
ages, intelligence quotients and percentile ranks (Dunn, 1965). While 
.the PPVT can .clearly be used &IS a test of audi to�y receptive vocabulary, 
its use as .a general language measure is not as clear. 
Preschool Language Beale - The Preschool Language Scale was designed to 
isolate area.a of strengths and weaknesses in auditory comprehension and 
nrbal ability •. Four items are given to assess a child4s performance at . 
age levels from 1-5 - 7-0 years. Each item is scored by determinjng from 
directions in the manlUl.l, whether or not the .response is acceptable. An 
auditory.comprehension age, verbal ability age, and total language age 
are obtained. Each of these can be.converted to a quotient (Zimmerman , 
Steiner• and Evatt, 1969). Items get progreSBively more difficult. They 
· rimge 1'rom: 
Beginnjng Levell 
tlaes 10 WOrda 
Names one pict� 
Asks for ne8da · 
Echoes or imitates 
Repeats five digits 
s.nt8nce �as · 
Knows addreu 
Repeats sentencea 
Adm1 ni et.r'ation tt.e is approx; ma tel.7 .20 minutes. Al tho:agh this �t has 
.nOt 'be.Qn standardized• it can pro'ri.de a variety of information about these 
two aspects of language (Duley,. 1979). 
The Riley Articulation and Lan.e!Jse .Test-. The RAUr uses 2-' minutes of 
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ad�inistration time and provides an estimate of intelligibility, and 
language proficiency. Norms are given on the score sheet. A language 
.aample is.obtained by having the child tell a familiar story. The exam-
.iner determines whether the child's performance is normal, somewhat ab-
normal, or severely abnormal in regards to willingness to ta1�9.length 
of phrases, complexity of phrases, and ability to follow directions. The 
intelligibility estimate is based on a five point scale: 100% - complete 
intelligibility, 76-99% - intelligible except for a word now and then, 
?:'l-7r.Jlo - about half intelligible, -10-2lf% - unintelligible except for a 
wo� now and then, and o>fe - completely unintelligible. Articulation func-
tion is tested by having the child imitate the examiner in production of 
•ight words. The child repeats imitations of errored words twice to test 
stimulability.a Next, the examiner tests language function by having the 
child imitate six sentences of increasing syllable length. l!:ach sentence 
.. has a weighted score and the 1anguage function score is the sum of correct 
subtracted from 100 (Darley, 1979). Age, geographic, and ethnic data of 
the standardization group. is unspecified. This test fails to give the 
. amount of information that the speech-:-language pathologist needs in this 
-time of Individualized Education Programs and does not give indications 
for further testing (Darley, 1979). 
Screening Tests for Identifying Children 
�•ith Specific I.anguage Disabilities · · - This test attempts to identif7 
· average to highly intelligent children whose difficulties in reading, 
spelling, handwriting� written .and sometimes oral expression interfere 
with academic development. There are four levels: Grade I, Beginning 
Grade II; Grade II, Beginning III; and Grade III, Grade IV. There is 
also the Pre-Reading Form (1978-79) for non reading children. The 
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test is a group test with seven subtestsJ ( 1 ) Visual Copying - Paragraph , 
. (Z) Visual Copying - Numbers , (3) Visual Memory � Match words , (4) Visual 
Memory - Write Words , (5) Visual. Discrimination , (6)  Auditory Memory -
Diotated spelling and (7)  Auditory Memory - First and last sound identi-
. fication. Direc tions are included with each itelll which tell how to score 
.each task.. No score is given which tel.l.e the examiner the cuto ff for a 
cli.sability. .Administration time is .one hour or l.onger and scoring time 
is .added for each child tested. No standardization statistics or norms 
.are given (Slingerland , 1962). 
Utah Test o f  Language Development - The Utah Test of Language Develop­
�t was desigl\ed to measure the expressiYe .and receptive l.anguage skills 
in both normal. and handicapped children. Administration time is 30-45 
minutes. Items can be admj nistered by inf�rmant interview or subjec t 
. .response. The exami ner begins testing i tems at approximately the child ' s  
.chrono1ogical ag e  • .  Testing is done from that point upward. The total 
.raw score is converted to l.anguage .age scores. Standard sc ores and per-
. .centi1e equivalents .are no t aVail.able because of the sma11 size of the 
normative sample. O f  the 51 test items , 23 demand fine motor &O.lls , ' ' ' 
test memory of rote material , rhyming , and spatial relations. The other 
28 items do not appear to be systematically presented by .categories • 
. !rh,ese includ� nami ng .colors and .  body J>&rt8 1 1ab�ling pictures and fol ... 
1owing simple direc tions (Mecham, Jex , and Jones , 196?) .. 
, Lrmguage Measures Used in the Studz 
Test o:[ · JqW.tory Comprehension of Language • The TACL is designed 
to al.low the examiner to assign a developnental. age to the chi1d ' s  audi-
tory comprehension of vocabulary and linguistic struc tures. Admi ni stra .. 
tion time is 20 minutes and it takes 1 0-15 minutes to score . The T.ACL 
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consists of 101 plates o t  line drawings. Individual test items rec ep-
. 
tively examine form c lasses and func tion words , morphological construc-
uons , gr.ainmatical categories , and syntac tic structures. Three· :ipic tures 
.N'8 on each plate and the child i.e to point to the atimulus pic ture . 
!he total ra,w sc ore may be converted to age equivalents and perc entile 
ranks• The scoring form provides an analysis sec tion for studying the 
indirldual • s  performance on �pecific classes of items (Carrow , 1973) . 
!'his test was chosen because i t  is widely used in the population area. 
Studies report that the test scores increase with age and that the test 
_. does distinguish be tween normal and language deviant children (Bartel , 
Bryen , and Keehn ( 1973 ) ;  mentally retarded .children Davis ( 1 975 ) ; hard 
of hearing children , Marquardt and Saxmann ( 1972) ; articulation disordered 
.• hildren� and dysphasic children (Wein.er, 19'72). 
Primarz IndiTidual Language Screening - The PILS is an experimental form 
of a language. test which attempts to identify l.anguage de ficits in chil­
dren which will impede their abili ty to acquire the knowledge needed in 
the academic setting� The test kit consists of an answer shee t and a 
.folder on.to which colored shapes have been lami nated. The items are 
scored as correc t or incorrec t and a . total raw score is o.btained. There 
are 61 items. Administration time is approximately ?.;,.8 minutes. The . . 
teat consists of the following subtes:ts : 
1 .  Same or Different - this unit tests the child•s ability to recep. 
tively diacriminate between phonemes in the initial positiQn. How-
ever , a language disordered person may no t unders tand the concept . . 
of same/di fferent , which would have a definite e ffec t on the abili ty 
to perform in this area. 
z. PJ:'onouns - Comprehension and expression of pronoun.a depends heavily 
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up on t he c h i ld ' s  ab i l i t y  to ab s t ra c t  and c a t e go r i z e  t he p rono un ' s  
f un c t ion in r e l a t ion t o  even t s in t ime and s p a ce . T he c h i l d  is 
r eq ui r ed to t e l l  whe t he r  or no t t he exam ine r has used t he app r o ­
p r i a t e p ro no un i n  a g iven s en t enc e .  A l anguage d i s o rd e r ed c h i ld 
may have d i f f i c u l t y  in r e c o gn i z ing p hono l o g i c a l  d i f f e r en c e s  o r  ha s 
f a i led t o  g r a s p  t he r u l e s  f o r  p ronomina l i z at io n  in s en t en c e s  (Wi i g  
and S eme l , 1 97 6 ) . P ronomina l i z a t ion i s  r e la t ing t o , o r  f o rmin g a 
p rono un . 
3 .  "Wha t wo uld hap p en i f  . • •  " - T h i s  t a s k  t e s t s  t he c h i ld ' s  ab i l i t y  
t o  r e a s o n  o u t  c a u s e  and e f f e c t  r e l a t ions hip s by c omp le t in g  t he s ec ­
o nd ha l f  o f  a n  i f / t hen s en t enc e . 
4 .  & 5 .  C a t e go r i z a t ion S ki l l s  
a )  Whi c h  one d o e s n ' t  f i t ? 
b )  Wha t is t he s ame ab o u t  a l l  t h r e e  wo rd s ? 
In t he f ir s t  o f  t he s e  two s ub t e s t s , t he c h i ld i s  r eq u i r ed t o  c o o r ­
d ina t e  t he c a t e go r ie s  o f  f o ur i t ems and d e c id e  w h i c h  o n e  d o e s  no t 
f i t  w i t h  t he o t he r  t hr e e . T he s ec ond s ub t e s t  r e q u i r e s  t he c h i ld 
t o  ab s t ra c t  c ha r ac t e r i s t i c s  o f  t hr e e  i t ems and t e l l  wha t c a t e gory 
t hey all b e lo n g  t o . In t he b e g inn ing o f  t he c a t e go r i za t ion p r o c e s s , 
a chi ld u s e s  his s en s e s  t o  s o r t  o ut i t ems by co l o r , s i z e , and s hap e . 
G r ad ua l ly , a s  h i s  t hinking go e s  b eyond t he p e r c ep t ua l  leve l , t hings 
a r e  c l a s s i f ied o t he r  t han ap p e a r an c e .  T he c hi ld b e g in s  t o  use 
rea s o n in g  t o  o r gan i z e  by f un c t ions . At f i r s t , he s o r t s  t hin gs a s  
he i s  d ir ec t ed ; l a t e r  he d o e s  i t  and i s  t hen ab le t o  exp l a i n  why 
( W i i g  and S eme l , 1 9 7 6 ) . 
6 .  Make a s en t en c e  using : - T he t a s k  o f  t'h i s  un it i s  f o r  t he c h i l d  t o  
f o rmula t e  a s en t en c e  f rom a given p r epo s i t ional p hr a s e . T h e  chi ld 
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has to have the syntac tic rules needed to generate the sentenc e , and 
also the conc ept o f  what a sentenc e is . 
7. What is the opposi te o f? _ - Children go from the concre te to the ab-
strac t in their abili ty to delineate the concept of opposition. .A,.. 
I 
gain , the child has to understand the concept behind the task before 
completing it. 
8. Analogies · - Completion of an analogy · requires a child to hold two 
concepts in mind and find their parallel features. The logical re-
. . 
lationship must be seen and this relationship is basic to cogni tive 
processing. 
9. Audi tory Memory - Di fficulties in this task re flec t di fficulties in 
short-term memory. The types . o f relationships ieated include whole-
part , antonym , · familial , and spatial. 
1 0. Following direc tions - Thia task requires the child to proc ess and 
remember the ordered instruc tions o f  identifying colors and shapes , 
and then c arrying out the direc tions given. The i tems vary from one 
to three i tems o f  a two element construc tion. 
1 .1 .,  What is wrong wi th the sentenc e? - The c hild ' s  reasoning process a-
. -
bili ty is tested to de termine if he is able to analyze a sentence and 
identify what part is incorrec t. The child must then verbalize his 
reasoning process and indicate what is needed to make the sentenc e 
correc t. 
12. Numbers - Thia unit not only tests the c hild 's  knowledge of the num-
ber order of one to ten , but also his knowledge of  the concept of. be-
fore and after. 
13. Sentence memory (Wiig and Semel , 1976 , P.• 60) - Difficulties with this 
task reflec t defici ts in short- term memory , deep struc ture , and sem-
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antic interpre tation , which are represented in long-term memory and 
appear to fac ili tate audi tory proc essing and recall. 
14. Sentence struc ture - The subjec t is given a sentence in which the 
elements are put in cpnfused order. He must retain the elements in 
long-term memory and analyze the order which is needed to formulate 
a sentence which is correc t and �ontains all of the elements that 
are given. Language disabled c hildr�n are limited in their flexi-
bili ty to formulate sentences (Wiig and ·Semel , 1 976 ) .  
15. Days of the Week - Knowledge o f  the time concept of days and a week 
are required in order for the c hild to complete this task. 
· _ Summary 
The tests reviewed have tapped a wide variety of skills . The fea-
tures common to the test include : . . 
Two tests - Construc tion , possessives , demonstratiYes , negation , visual 
. copying , auditory memory , opposites and audi tory perception • 
. Three tests - Grammatical usage , sentence length , pronouns , verb tense , 
following direc tion , colors and body parts .  
Four tests - Syntac tic complexi ty , plural.a and sentence repetition. 
Five tests - Prepositions 
Seven tests - Vocabulary 
The PILS also examines many of these features and some features 
that were found in only one test. This indicates that the PILS is look­
ing at areas of language development that are considered important to 
those professional.a in the field of speech-language pathology. These tea-
tures and the nwnber of tests that include them are as follows : 
Categorization ( 1 ) Opposites (2) 
Temporal. ( 1 ) Follows direc tions (3) 
Word Order ( 1 )  
Analogies ( 1 )  
Construc tion (2) 
Audi tory Memory (2) 
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Pronouns ( 3 )  
Syntac tic c omplexi ty (4) 
Sentenc e repetition (4) 
ln addi tion t o  these , ,the PILS also examines audi tory disc rimination , 
numbers , if/then sentenc es , and reasoning. Many o f  the i tems on the PILS 
deal wi th cognitive proc essing. .The processing of language involves the 
perc epti on of sensory data , linguis tic proc essing and . c ogni tive proc es­
sing • .  S tudies have shown that there is a rec iproc al relationship be tween 
. language and intelligenc e and that c ogni tive problems will be mani fested 
as language problems (Dever , 1 978 ) .  Language produc tion re quires the re­
call and re trieval o f  information stored in proc essing. . The formulation 
o f  language involves selec tional , se.mantic , linguis tic , and expressive 
encoding aspec ts ( Wiig and Semel , 1976 ) .  All o f  these fac tors are nec­
essary before a child can comprehend and utilize language effec tively. 
An essential fac tor in the usefullness of a sc reening devic e is ad­
ministration time. The mean administration time of the tests reviewed 
.here is 29.33 minutes wi th  a standard deviation of 1 8.55 minutes • . Times 
range from two minutes to an hour or 1onger. The wide standard deviation 
is a reflec tion o f  this range • .  The adminis tration time o f  the PILS is a 
val.id and reliable language screening tes t ,  it would also be an e ffic ient 
.one • .  
CHAP.rER III 
. THE M&rBOD 
Selec tion of Subjec ts 
Seventy-five subjec ts were randomly selec ted from kindergarten pro-
grams in the Charleston Community Uni t #1 School Distric t , Charleston , 
Illinois. Sources were selec ted on the availability of Mrs. Thorsen for 
supervisory purposes as required by the school distric t policy and their 
willingness to 'Cooperate. A hearing screening was administered previous-
• 
ly by the school nurse and no subj ec ts were selec ted with a known hear-
ing problem� Written parental permission was obtained be fore a child 
was included in the study. 
Table 1 . Age and Sex Breakdown o f  Subj ec ts .  
SEX AGE 
Female 5-0 - 5-1 1 
Female 6-0 - 6-1 1 
Mal.e 5-0 - 5-11 
Male 6-0 - 6-11 
N 
27 
12 
21 
15 
The sample did not include children who were currently enrolled in lan-
guage therapy. None of the children had previous exposure to the PILS 
or T.ACL� 
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Selec tion o f  Examiners 
Eight examiners volunteered from the Department of Speech Patholo­
gy and Audiology at Eastern Illinois Universi ty. All were graduate level 
students and had taken at least two courses in child language. All ex­
·aminers had experience in testing children. Multiple examiners were used 
in order that the resultant data would not be bound to the examiner , thus 
restric ting the generalizability o f  results.; Testing assignments were 
based upon the availabili ty of the examiner. 
Training of the Examiners 
All of the examiners were trained in the administration 0£ the TACL 
in coursework at the undergraduate level. A training session was held 
for the admi ni stration of the PILS in which the £ollowing aspec ts were 
taught : 
1 .  Presentation of test items ... Methods of presentation for each sub­
test was discussed.. Items were not to be repeated unless the sub­
j ec t  did no t respond because o f  distrac tion in the environment. 
2.. Recording o f  responses - Responses were marked on a plus or minus 
basis. 
3. Scoring procedures - Each examiner was supplied with test forms which 
contained score sheets , verbal direc tives and speci fication of mat-. 
erials for each item. 
4. Scoring proc edures - Questions concerning acceptable responses for 
each . item were discussed. 
Test Proc edures 
Ea.ch chi1d was tested individually in situations provided by the 
school adminis trator. Children were tested in the libraries o f  two schools 
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and the hallway outside of the claesroom in the third. Although a level 
of interferenc e was present , these conditions were identical to those of 
the school speech,,..language pathologist and are felt to be representative 
of performance in a normal school screening situation for this population. 
Subjec ts were taken from the claesroom and seated across a desk from the 
ezamj ner.  The eum:I ner read the tes.t items and marked the subjec ts  re-
sponses as correc t or incorrec t. Subjec ts were alternately given the PILS 
first or the TACL first to counter-�alance the order of presentation. In 
response to .test item stimuli for the T.ACL , children pointed to the cor-
rec t bl.ack and white line drawing out of three possible. For the PILS 
they gave a verbal response or pointed .to a shape sequence .  
Exami ner Reliability 
A Pe�son Product Moment Correlation Coe fficient was calculated to 
,compare the re test scores .of the first � second admi nj stration of ele-
Yen aubjects. The experimenter administered the tests to six subjec ts  
, 
ahe had previously tested , and five subjects were tested by exam:l ners vho 
had not tested them j:areviously. A high correlation coefficient of the 
first and second admi nistrations by the .e�rimenter would indicate intra.­
judge reliability. A high .coe ffic ient of the first and .second scores of 
the differcuit examiners would indicate that the test scores remained sta-
b:le over tiine regardl.eas of eum:lnert i••• inter-exami ner reliability • 
.Data 
-
The le:vel of measurement in this study is ratio. Nonparametric· 
statistics were used for analysis because of the small sample size for 
eac:h age and sex category-. A Control Data Cyber 170 Series/730 computer 
was used to analyze the data. A s tatistical package SPSS Version 8 was 
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used. In order to accept the research hypo theses it is necessary to es-
tablish a strong correlation be tween the TACL and the PILS .  A Spearman 
Rho Correlation Coeffic ient was computed to determine what the probabil-
-
. .  
· 
ity was tha"tt if a child did poorly ·on the PIIS , he would al.so do poorly 
on the TACL. 
Descripti:ye statistical charac teristics were computed to establish 
some normative data for the population studied. In order to determine 
.how a subject did in .comparison with the rest of' the subjec ts the mean 
.and standal'd deviation were obtained. Skewness and kurtosis values were 
calculated to determine the shape of the frequeney distribution in order 
to determine how discri mi nating the tests and subtests were. A K.ruakal.­
Wall.ace one-way analysis of variance was calculated' to determine if dif­
f•rences OCCUX'ed between the females of the same age groups , the males o f  
. the .eame age group, the females and males of the same age groups , and the 
females and males o f  dif!er�t age groups. 
CHAP.rER IV 
RF.BUTLS 
The following research questions were posed at the onse t o f  this 
study: 
1 .  What is the relationship o f  the total scores o f  the PILS and the 
scores on its subtests to the total sc ores of t�e TACL? 
2. Are there di fferences on the scores of the PILS for male and female 
subjec ts? 
'· Are the results o f  the PILS reliable over time ; independent o f  the 
examiner? 
4. What are the descriptive s tatistical _charac teristics of the PILS? 
A Spearman Rho was calculated to determine the degree o f  rela-
-
-
tionship be tween the TACL and the PILS , . and the PILS subtests to the 
total PILS scores and total TACL scores. The results are summarized 
in Table 2. · This calculation de termines if · the subjec ts rank ordered· 
themselves in the same �ay on both tests. A high correlation coefficient 1 
would indicate that this was so and one could assume that the instru-
ments are measuring : the same_ abilities ( Downie and Heath , 1 970) .  In 
order to accept the research hypo theses stated previously , a • 75 or great­
er coefficient , significant at the L .05 level of confidence was neces-
sary. The overall relationship o f  the total scores of the two tests was 
.47 ,  signi ficant at the .001 level of conficence.  This appears to be a 
low to moderate relationship between the PILS and the TACL. The strong 
confidence level indicates that this relationship did not occur by chance • 
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rhe total scores o !  both tests are statis tic ally significantly signi fi­
�antly related tor the younger males but sinc e only one of the subtesta 
of the PILS is significantly related to the to tal FILS score for that 
age group, the younger males represent a sampl.ing error., . 
TABLE 2. 
Total PILS Femal.e PILS Femal.e PI.LS Male PIIJ3 Male To tal PILS .5-0 - .5-11 6-0 - 6-1 1 .5-0 - .5-1 1 6-0 - &;.1 1 TACL 
Total. 
TACL &48 .,o . 22  • • 78 .61 
.001 .rx:,7 . 248 . •  001 - . oos  
Sub teat 
1 ._,,. • .50 . 58 .56 - .35 . 23 Sig. .001 . 005 . 025 .005 .098 .022 
2. .49 �4.5 .71 .40 .39 . 24 Sig. .001 .010 . 005 .037 .OCQ . 021 
3 1137 .1 1 .6? .30 • .50 .o8 Sig. . 001 .286 .009 . 090 .029 .249 
4 .58 .'Zl .71 . 63 .62 .4-0 Sig. . 001 .o86 .oo; . 002 .OCll .001 
5 .57 .37 • . s1 . 60 .39 . Zl  Sig. . 001 . 031 .001 .002 .C/l.5 . 01 1  
6 .'4-9 .40 • .81 .60 .39 .Zl Sig. .001 .020 .001 .006 . 203 . 01i.: 
7 .53 1141 .39 . 69 . .48 .24 Sig. .001 .01 7  .127 . 001 .035 . 020 
8 .38 .32 .69 .41 .o8 . 13 Sig. .·001 .051 ·<Xfl . 033 .391 . 126 
• S tatistically significant at the . 001 level of confidence • 
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TABLE 2. Continued.. 
Total PIIS Female PILS Female PILS Male P� Male Total 
PILS .5-0 - .5-1 1 6-o - 6-1 1  .5-0 - .5-1 1  6-0 - 6-1 1 TACL 
9 . 20 .. 1 2  - . 42 . 45 .,56 .35 
Sig. · .043 . 279 . 089 . 021 . 015 . 001 
1 0 .,56 .54 .29 • •  83 • .50 . 24 
Sig .  .001 .002 . 1 97 .!.2m. . •  030 . 002 
1 1  . 66 • • 83 .32 . 56 • .50 .34 
Sig .. .001 . .!.2m. . 1,56 . o04  . 030 . 002 
1 2  . 56 .60 . 36 . 63 ...  09 . 20 
Sig.  . 001 . 001 . 1 28 .002 .371 .045 
1 3 .37 .43 . 13 .36 .44 . 22  
Sig. . 001 . 001 .340 . 058 . 051 . 029 
14  . 66 . 74 .58 .45 • . 78 .33 
Sig . 001 . 001 . 024 . 020 . 001 . 003 -
1 5 . 50 . 59 .56 . 30 . 4o  . oo  
Sig. . 001 . 001 . 028 . 091 .071 . 496 
• S tatistically signi ficant at the . 001 level of  confidence 
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Eac h tes t  purpor ts to measure some aspec ts o f  language and one c an 
c onclude that the two tes ts have some language assessment features in c om­
mon. The relationship be tween the total TACL scores to each PILS sub tes ts 
sc ore ·indicates that none of the aubteats c orrelate at a s tatis tic ally 
signi fic an t  leve l .  There fore , one is no t able t o  de tei;-mine which o f  the 
items on the PILS have the language assessment features in c ommon wi th the 
TACL. 
The c orrelation be tween the to tal FILS score and the sc ores on the 
subtests were c alculated to determine which i tems were signi ficantly re­
lated to the to tal sc
.
ore . A high c orrelation would indic ate that a sub­
test c ould be gi �en in place of the entire tes t ,  and from this the out­
come of the entire tes t  c ould be predic ted . The results indic ate that 
some of the i tems were s tatistically signi fic antly related for spec i fic 
age and sex groups but no explanation is o ffered because o f  the inconsis­
. tent patterns shown. They are : 
Females 5-0 - 5-1 1 .  The to tal FILS score is signi ficantly correlated wi th 
subtest 1 1  (What is Wrong wi th the Sentenc e ? ) on the FILS . This did no t 
correlate significantly for any o ther age and sex group. 
Females 6-0 - 6-1 1 .  The total FILS sc ore and subtest 5 (What is the Same 
About All Three Words? ) and 6 (Make a Sentenc e Using : ) were significantly 
related . 
Males 5-0 - 5-1 1 .  The to tal  PILS score and subtest 1 (Same or Di fferent ) 
were significantly related. 
Males 6-.o - 6-1 1. To tal PILS scores and subtests 14 (Sentence Struc ture ) 
c orrelated signi fican tly. 
A Kru.skal-Wallace .!! tes t  was calculated . to asc ertain the location of 
signi fican t  differenc es among the group o f  subjec ts. When the sample size 
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is greater t han  five , the .!! scores ar e  interpre ted as c hi square values 
.(Downie and Heath , 1 970) . Results are displayed in Talbe 3.  
TABLE 3. Chi Square · Values for Comparisons o f  Age Groups. 
Females 
6-o - 6-11 
Sig. 
Ma.lea 
6-0 ... 6-1 1 
Sig. 
Males 
.5-0 - .5-1 1 
Females 
.5-0 - .5-1 1 
.370 
. 053 
1 . 1 00 
.288 
1 . 200 
. 266 
Males 
.5-0 - .5-1 1 
1 .000 
.31 2  
. ooo 
. 936 
•s tatistically significant at the . 05 level o f  confidence. 
Males 
6-o - 6-1 1 
1 . 000 
.317 
These results indicate that perf'or.manc.e on the PILS did not increase as a 
.tuncti.on o f age as one would ex� t i f the test assessed l.anguage abilities. 
This $.a indicates that some items were too easy for those fl�bjec ts who 
w.ere 6-0 - 6-1 1 years or too dif.f'icul t for both groups. There was a sta-
til3tica.lly significant differen.c;e between the yollllger and o1der femaJ.es but 
since tliere were no other significant differences , this did not appear to 
be Tery meaningful. The PILS did not discriminate meaningfully for age or 
· Table 4 indicates means , standard deviations , standard error of the 
mean , and skewness and kurtosis values for total· PILS scores , total TACL 
scores , .and PILS subtest scores. Over-al.l scores indicate that the PILS 
is negati.vely skewed and has a leptokurtic curve for the older males. A 
negativ:el.y skewed distribution has .the majority o f  scores pil.ed up at the 
32 
higher end o f  the scale wi th the tail lower on the negative side o f  the 
mean. A leptokurtic curve is more peaked and has relatively wider tails 
than a normal distribution (Downie and Beath , 1970).  ·This indicates that 
groups were normally dis tributed. A normal dis tribution curve is a smooth, 
bell-shaped frequency polygon wi th the mean , median , and mode all at the 
· same point. Scores ar� distributed s� trically around the mean (Koenker 1 
1961 ) .  
Females 5-0 - :;-11 . Examination of the resluts for this sample group in­
dicates that subtes ts 3 (What Would Happen I f? ) ,  8 . ( Analogies ) , 9 ( Audi-
tory Memory) , and 1 0  Following Direc tions ) are negatively skewed . This 
sugges ts  that these items tend to be discriminating for those children at 
the lower end of the scale . for this age and sex group. 
Females 6-0 - 6-1 1 .  Sub tes ts 1 (Same or "Different ) ,  7 (Opposi tes ) ,  1 0  
(Following .Direc tions ) , 1 1 (What is Wrong With the Sentence? ) ,  12 (Num. 
bers ) ,,. and 15 (Days of the Week) are also negatively skEtwed and the same 
eonclusions can be drawn. 
Males 5-0 - 5:1 1·. PILS sub tests 1 (Same or Di fferent) , 3 (�t Would BaP"' 
pen If? ) ,  1 2 (Numbers ) , and 15 (Days of . the Week) were negatively skewed. 
• ,•q.: 
Mal.es 6-0 .-. 6-11 . Subteats 1 (Same or Different) , 2 ( Pronouns ) ,  3 (What 
Would Happen If? ) ,  8 (Analogies ) ,  9 (Auditory Memory) , 1 1  (What is Wrong 
With the Sentence? ) ,  and 1.!) (Days of the Week) were negatively skewed � 
again indicating discri mi na ting power. 
Reliability 
A Pearson Produc t Moment Correlation Coe fficient was calculated to 
de termine test-re test reliabili ty� A coeffic ient o f  .36 for inter-examiner 
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TABLE 4. Mean , S tandard Deivation , Standard Error o f  the Mean , Skewness 
and Kurtosis Values for Obtained Scores for Femal.ea 5-0 - 5-1 1.. 
N . =  Z?. 
Mean S tandard Standard �ror Skewness Kurtosis 
Deviation of the mean 
'.rotal 
TACL 83.630 6 .. 31 9  1 . 216 8. 837 2.514 
J?otal 
PILS 33. 889 8. 555 1 .614 • 053 -.470 . 
Subtest 
1 4. 222 1 • .502 ,289 1 .470 -1 . 1 45 
. .  2 3.074 1 .328 .2,56 -.465 - . 135 
· 3  1 .. 630 . •  565 . 1 09 -1 .. 2.47 .736 
4 1 . 074 . 997 . 1 92 . 597 ... 589 
5 .519 .735 . 145 1 . 1 00  - . 241 
6 .333 .7}'+ .141 1 . 892 1 . 857 
7. 1 . 852 . 1 .51 2  .291 .198 - . 91 1 
8 3.259 _ ,.712 . 137 -1. 1 19 2.583 
9 2. 630 .492 .095 ...  569 -1 . 817 
10 2.556 1 .340 .258 . "".·646 · --955 
1 1  . 1.481 1. 282 .247 .oo4 -1 .7}'+ 
12 1 ., 667 .832 .160 2.4,52 1 .360 
13 3.296 1 .203 . 232 .664 .483 
14 .936 1 �344 . a59 1 .3o4 . 668 
15 .5.222 2..470 . 475 1 .41 6 . 688 
TABLE if:. Continued. Mean , S tandard Deviation , S tandard Error of the Mean, 
Skewness and Kurtosis Values for Obtained Scores for Females 
.Total 
TACL 
Total 
PILS 
. -
Subtest 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
6-0 - 6-1 1 .  N = 1 2.  
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
86 • .500 4.359 
,9. 7.50 9.294 
4.41 7 1 .929 
3 • .500 1.243 
1 . 91 7  .515 
1-.538 1.24o 
1 .000 . 853 
. 538 .900 
2. 91 7  1 .443 
3.583 . 669 
2.583 .515 
2.667 .778 
2. 250 . 866 
1 . 833 .389 
3. 833 1 .403 
t.750 1 . ,545 
5.500 2.61 1 
Stimdard Error Skewness Kurtosis 
· of .· the mean 
1 . 258 .415 -.8,54 
2. 683 -. 628 - . 1 01 
.557 .1 .717 -.248 
.359 -.170 ... 1.675 
.. 149 . -.21 1  2. 220 
.358 -.. 4oo -1.,543 
. 246 · . ooo -1 . 650 
. 260 1 . o48 -.906 
.417  - . 699 -. 01 9  
• 193 • '735 . - . 1 90 
. 1 49 - .388 -2.263 
. 255 -. 688 . 924 
.250 ....  ,568 -1 .446 
. 1 12 -2. 055 2.640 
.405 1 .061 . 853 
.446 -. 033 ... 1 . 931 
.754 -1 .507 . 728 
35 
TABLE 4. C ontinued . Mean ,  S tandard Deviation , Standard Error of the 
Mean , Skewness and Kurtosis Val.ues for Obtained Scores for 
Males 5-0 - 5-1 1 .  N = 21 . 
Mean S tandard  Standard . Error Skewness Kurtosis 
Deviation of the Mean 
Total 
TACL 85. 1 90 5.335 1 . 1 64 . 756 . 201 
Total 
PILS 36. 905 8.342 1 . 820 -. 1 63 - . 1 20 
Subtest 
1 4.429 1 . 690 .369 -1 . 237 1 . 2:79 
2 3 . 238 1 . 136 . 248 -.065 -- 7.59 
3 1 .762 .539 . 1 -1 8 .... 2.31 8 5. 058 
4 t.542 .981 .214 -.249 -. 833 
5 . 714 . 845 . 1 84  .617 -1 .31 6 
6 .571 . 870 . 1 90 1 . 017 - . 871 
7 1 . 857 1.740 .38o . 1 16  -1 . 851 
8 3.286 . 1 . 146 . 256 - . 1 84 - . 822 
9 2.476 . 602 . 131 ...  662 -.394 
. 1 0 3.000 1 . 1 83 .258 - . 8o1 - . 890 
11 1 . 857 1.276 .278 -• .50.5 -1 .51 8 
12 1 . 762 .436 . 095 -1 .327 - . 276 
13 2.905 1 . 091 . 238 -.305 2. 01 8  
14 1 .476 1.250 .2:73 -.02.5 -1 .678 
1.5 6.238 1 . 221 . 266 ... 1 .415 1 . 026 
TABLE 4. Continued . Mean , . S tandai-d Deviation , S tandard Error ot the 
Mean ,  Skewness and Kurtosis Values for Obtained Scores for 
Males 6-0 - 6-1 1 .  N = 15. 
Mean 
Total 
!ACL 85.4oo 4.372 
To tal 
PILS 36-:200 9. 151 
Subtest 
1 4.500 1 . 724 
2 - J�200 1.373 
3 1 . 867 .352 
4 . 1 .333 1 .o47 
5 .600 .737 
6 .200 �41 4  
7 1.600 1 .724 
.8 3.667 .900 
9 2..200 . 862 
- 10 2.l+Oo 1 .352 
1 1  2 •. 200 1.o82 
12 1.933 .961 
13 3.200 1 . 612 
14 1 . 600 1.549 
15 5.600 2. 2'0 
Standard Er�or · Skewness 
. o f  the Mea?l 
1. 129 -.4.54 
2. 362 -1 .105 
.445 -.919 
.355 . -.603 
.091 -2.4o5 
.
• Z/O .51 1 
. 190 .841. 
. 170 1 .672 
.445 .722 
.232 -1 .936 
.223 -1 .205 
.349 ...  256 
. 279 -.• 842 
.248 2.375 
.416  . .• 571 
.. 400 . 250 
.576 -1.870 
Kurtosis 
. 1 88 
1 . 438 
...  530 
.675 
4.349 
-.349 
...470 
. 897 
- -739 
5.360 
1. Boo 
.284 
- . 934 
8. 01 0  
1.774 
-1 .529 
2. 73?J 
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reliabili ty were obtained. This is low and posi tive , i . e .  the absolute 
ranks changed from test to re tes t for bo th the 'lACL and the PILS . Exam- . 
ination of th8 raw data shows that the retest !$Core variance is vi thin 
one standard derlation for all TACL scores exc ept for two cases , which 
. .  · ,  '. . 
. 
fall right at one standard deviation. This is also true for all l'ILS 
scores. J'rom this one could conclude that while the absol.ute ranks c hanged 
from test to re tes t ,  regardless of exami ners , this would be expec ted in 
l.ight o f  the relatively l.arge staD,dard deviation �or both tests. Ac tuall.y ,  
the individual. . subj ec t re test scores do no t  vary signi ficantly from the 
original scores. This demonstrates examiner reliability as well as sub-
ject .sc.ore stability. 
CHAP.rER V 
DISCUSSION 
The principle question posed in this investigation is whe ther or 
no t the PILS is a use ful language screening tool. A review o f  the lit­
erature indicated that there is currently a need for a quick and valid 
screening test by the school speech-language pathologist. An attempt 
was made to establish a relationship wi th a full-scale language assess­
ment tool from .which one c ould generalize that the PILS has high and re­
liable predic tive value as a language sc reening devic e .  The spec i fic re­
search hypotheses posed at the onset of this study were : 
1 .  There is a statistically signific ant relationship be tween the PILS 
to tal sc ores and the total TACL scores. 
A c orrelation coe fficient o f  • 75 at the L . 05 level of c onfidenc e 
was s.e t  in order to acc ept the research hypothesis .  As presented in Table 
2, the results of the present s tudy indicate that there is no statistically 
significant ·relation.ship _ be tween the total PILS scores and total scores on 
the TACL. The results demonstrate that the PILS is low to moderately re­
lated to the TACL. While this suggests that the two tests share some lan­
�e assessment features in common , the PILS taps some abili ties not re­
lated to those assessed _ by the TACL. From this , one c ould conclude that 
the PILS does no t have predic tive value as a language sc reening test if 
one accepts the TACL as a sensi tive language assessment instrument. The 
reliability data for the TACL was obtained for the 1971 version o f  the test. 
A test-retest reliability coe ffic ient for the to tal scores o f  51 subj ec ts 
of .94 was reported to be signi fic antly different from zero. Test val­
idi ty has been demons trated in that scores increase as a func tion of age , 
suggesting that i t follows the same trends of language development (Carrow, 
1 973 ) .  As cited before , (Bartel , Byren, and Keehn ( 1 977 ) ; Davis ( 1 974) ;  
Marquardt and Saxmann ( 1 972) ; and Weiner ( 1 972) , i t  has also been shown 
that the TACL distinguishes be tween children who have known language dis­
orders and those who do not. 
Although there was not a statistically significant relatioship be­
tween the PILS and the TACL , this does not mean that one should rej ec t 
the PILS. The author o f  the TACL has apparently made the assumption that 
comprehension must precede produc tion (TACL Manual , p. 3 ) .  A rationale 
for the selec tion o f  specific grammatical struc tures is omitted .from the 
test manual. Presumably , items were chosen for their ability to reveal 
the developmental sequence of language produc tion. The rel.ating of this 
receptive teat to analysis of produc tion of language by individual chil­
dren is limited. A discussion of developmental change in language pro­
duction and the selec tion of i tems to :reveal developmental change in com­
prehension is conspicuousl.y absent (Darley, 1 979 ) .  This may be an influ­
encing fac tor in the attempt to relate the two instruments because two 
separate processes are being examined. 
Ano ther :fac.tor which � ' in part , infiuence the relationship be tween 
the two tests is that the individual grammatical contrasts are tested by 
only one item on the TACL. On this item the guessing rate is .33; one of 
three pictures is corr� t. Because of this guessing fac tor� one canno t  
conclude that passing an item is evidence of comprehension of that item. 
Possible numbers of responses for PILS subtests 3, .5,  6 ,  7 ,  8;  9 ,  1 1 , 1 2 ,  
13 ; and 14 are not bound. That is , a child can give any answer in his se t 
o f  acquired l"Ules of language , but only one is correc t. Given the vast 
4o 
nature o f  language , the responses possibili ties are infini te . A child 's 
guessing rate in incalculable.  The subjec t had a much greater chance of 
being c orrec t on the TACL than the PILS because his c hanc e  o f  being cor.-. ' . 
rec t by guessing was much greater. In light o f  these fac tors , even though 
the PILS .did not relate signific'1Jlily to the TACL , its value as a language 
,ecreening _ test has not been tota1ly rejec ted. 
2. There is a s tatis tically signi ficant relationship be tween the PILS 
subtest and the total TACL and to tal PILS scores. 
While the general conclusion is that the PIL8 and T.ACL share some 
language features in common, the PILS tape o ther skills. A comparison 
of the total T.ACL sc ores and the PILS subtests sc ores did no t yield any 
.sta.Ustically significant correl.ations • no such indications are given. 
Many of the ite1D8 .on the PILS require cognitive processing-. The child 
perc ei Tes the stim.ul.'i and then forms . an answer based on the ac quired rules 
of language that he has. The child has to retrieve .the information of 
these rul.es of syntax, morphology, phonologyt and semantics before he 
.cm,i . verbally express an .answe�. The TACL does not require this final 
.atage of production in order to respond to the tas� 
Also exami ned in Table 2 was the relationship of the PILS subtests 
to the total PILS scores. A high correlation o f  a subtest to the total 
score would indicate that one could predict the to tal score from perfor­
manc:e on that subtest;. This .could shorten the administration time of the 
PILS. If one knew that a .child did poorly on that subtest , he woul.d ai...: 
so do poorly on the who1e tes t ,  then it would only be necessary to give 
that subtest. Al.though some items were related at a statistically aig-
nigicant level for . age and sex groups 1 these were inc onsis tent. There... 
fore , one canno t  generalize predic tive ideas for the entire population 
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tested for any o f .  the subtests. 
In addi tion to the research hypothese explored , . the  following ques­
tions were .answered & 
1 .  What is the test-re test reliabili ty of the PILS? 
2.,. What is the intra- and inter-exam:i ner reliability of the PILS? 
A relatively low .correlation .coefficient was obtained for intra­
and inter-exa'm:ineJ," reliability. That means that .the subj ec ts did not 
rank order themselves in similar fashion from test to re tes t. Examination 
of the raw data indicated that all but two subjec ts were wi thin  one s tan­
dard deviation of the mean (see Table 4) • .  Those two were at the one stan­
dard de.viation mark. This is an acceptable level o f  tol.eranc e for score 
stabil.i ty by conventional psychome tric s .  _ This indicates that although 
the rank order o f  the subjec ts  changed , the scores remained s table over 
time regardl.ess of &x•m:i ner. This demonstrates rel.iability . for exaini.ners 
from test to re test and score stability. 
'• What are the descriptive statistical c.ha.rac teristics of the PIU scores 
and TACL scores ob�d tor the sample'l 
The means and standard de$tiQns reported in Table 4 indicate wide 
at&Mard deviations for both tests. The means and .standard de'Yiations· 
�•ported in the .TACL manual and those obtained for this study are s;l.mi­
lar.. For example , the reported mean and s tandard deviation for 6-o - 6-5 
subjec.ts are 85.400 and 8 •. 7955. The obtained mean for femal.es 6-() .,;.  6-;J1 
was 86.j()O and the s tandard deviation was 4,.359. The wide standard de­
mtions cauee an overlapping of scores for the "normal." range for age 
groups. This greatlJ' limits the d:i.scriminating powers o f  both tests over­
all. and raises a question about their use�ss as assessment tools� 
Skewness and kurtosis values are also reported in Table 4. These 
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indicate that some items are negatively skewed and peaked for the age and 
sex groups. Those i tems are discriminating in identifying those children 
who did poorly on them. 
4. What are the differences between the scores on the PILS by age for 
the male and female subjec ts? 
A K.ruskal-Wal1ace analysis of variance , reported in Table 3 ,  indi­
cates that overall PILS scores did not differentiate be tween subjec ts on 
the basis of age and sex. An exception was younger and older females. 
Older female sc ores were high at a statistically significant level when 
compared to younger females. No reas.on could be found for this particu­
lar relationship and this did not appear to be a meaningful one insofar 
as reflec ting developmental trends in child language . The assumption is 
made that as a child grows older , his language improves. Another assump. 
tion is that girls �ually develop faster than boys. Since the PILS did 
not give evidence of the validity of these assumptions .. one could ques­
.tion if it  is a useful identification tool for those children who need 
.further assessment. Another conclusion that one could reach from in­
spec tion of Table 3 is that if males .5-0 - .5-1 1 and males 6-0 - 6-1 1 did 
not do significantly different the PILS may be too easy for the older 
males or too difficult for both groups. 
Recommendations 
The results of the present study indicate that as i t  now exists , 
the PILS is not a valid and useful language screening instrument. The 
following recommendations ar.e prssented as possibilities for further re­
search to improve the PILS and help build it  into a valuable screening 
tool: 
1.  An analysis of each item in the PILS subtests is needed to determine 
which are too easy or di fficult. Revision or omission o f  these i� 
tems is suggested to improve the disc_riminative power o f  those sub­
tes ts. These revisions will then enable the experimental form o f  
the PILS t o  bec ome a more e ffec tive tool . 
2. Also recommended is a subtest analysis . Some of the �ubtests were 
too difficult for most children and some were too easy. An example 
is subtest 14 (Sentence S truc ture ) .  No children correc tly answered 
all five questions in this sub tes t and the mean score was 1 .6.  This 
subtest appears too difficult for mos t children in the population 
tested and the i tems c ould be revised or the entire sub test c ould 
be omitted from the test. 
3. Correlation of the PILS wi th o ther full-scale language measures is 
recommended to determine if produc tion versus c omprehension was an 
influenc ing fac tor. As no ted be fore , the TACL is a tes t o f  receptive 
language skills and the PILS is primarily an · expressive test .  This 
may have had an influenc e on attempting to establish a relationship 
be tween the two instruments. A correlation be tween the PILS and a 
tes t of expressive skills would eliminate that fac tor. A high c or­
relation would indicate that the PILS could possibly be a use ful  
me thod o.f lanu�e sc reening for those skills. 
4. Replication o f  this sample with th different sample to support and 
increase the generalization of these results is suggested. Similar 
results on a different sample would indicate that the results of 
this study were no t obtained by chanc e .  
5. De termine the influence o f  o ther variables such as intelligenc e quo­
tient and soc io-ec onomic s tatus by using reliable measures o f  these 
fac tors to c ontrol for them. 
6. Comparison o f  the PILS wi th  o ther , longer , language screening tes ts 
is recommended to see i f  they c ould identi fy the same children at a 
s tatis tic all7 signi ficant le vel in a shorter amount of time . The 
major emphasis of language screening is to make the speech-language 
more time...motion �ff'icient. Currently most language screening tests 
are sW! too long to be e ffec tive. 
Conclusions 
The general conclusion of this study is that the PILS is not rel.ated 
at a statistically signi_.ficant level with the TACL. The two tests are 
�mining different aspec ts o f  language . The PILS is tes ting several 
items that deal; with cognitive processing in the expressive mode . The 
TACL is examining grammatical s truc tures in the receptive mode . In a 
\ 
compaJ"ison n th an expressive te.st o f  language , di fferent conclusions 
might be drawn. This author is suggesting that the PILS not be rejec ted 
total.l:r• Some of the .items were discriminating for the age and se:x: groupe . 
What is needed is car.e ful study and revisions to make i t  a more. viable , 
valid , and e fficient measure of .llin.guage assessment. 
CHAPrER VI 
SUMMARY 
The ptirpose of this study was to determine if Thorsen•s Primary 
Individual Language Screening Test could be utilized by speech-language 
pathologists as an e ffec tive and efficient language screening tool. A 
comparison o f the PILS and a f'Ul..1-scale language assessment instrument 
would indicate i f  the PILS was indeed assessing common features. · The 
PILS and Carrow• s Test o f  Auditory Comprehension of Language were chosen 
for comparison. Bo th tests were admi ni stered to a kindergarten popu1a­
tion and the resulting statistical data was analyzed. The results of 
the data analysis· revealed that the two tests were no t related at a 
.statistically signi ficant level. A ,hig}ler deg.;-ee o f  relationship would 
be needed be fore one could generalize predic tive ideas .toward the PII.S. 
A strong correlation -would indicate that a child ' s  score on the PILS 
could pred.ic t how he would do on the T.ACL. Skewness and kurtosis values 
did indicate that some o f  the subtests of the P:tLs were discriminating 
for the population tested. They identified those children who did poor­
ly on those tasks. A wide standard deviation for both tests leads one 
to .que.stion if they differentiate be tween age groups as a language test 
should. A Kruskal-Wallace analysis of variance . indicated this also ap­
plies to the PII.S • .  Scores on . the PILS only differentiated .5-0 - 5-1 1 
femal.es and 6-o - 6-1 1 females. 
A general conclusion is that as i t  exists , now , the experimental 
form of the PILS is not a sensitive screening tool for language assess-
45 
. 46 
ment. An item analysis i.e needed to determine which items are most e f­
fec tive and which need to be eliminated to make this test a more efficient 
instrument. Other research suggestions are included in Chapter v. 
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APPENDIX 
TABLE 5. Rav Data o f  Subjec ts.  
S s  C . A  • •  
1 5-4 
2 5-4 
3 5-5 
4 5-5 
5 5-5 
6 5-5 
7 5-6 
8 5--
9 5-6 
1 0 5-7 
1 1  5-7 
1 2 5-7 
13 5-8 
Sex 
F 
F 
F 
P' 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
Exam­
iner 
1 
5 
4 
5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
1 
· 4 
1 
2 
6 
5 
1 
To tal 
TACL 
84 
77 
91 
86 
83 
94 
76 
86 
88 
8o 
87 
79 
78 
88 
81 
To tal 
PILS 
46 
28 
43 
52 
4o 
43 
36 
39 
37 
29 
30 
1 9 
39 
43 
21 
50 
Sub test 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1 2 13  14  15 
6 5 2 2 1 0 3 4 3 3 ·  3 2 4 1 7 
3 2 2 1 1 0 0 3 2 2 1 1 3 0 7 
4 5 2 3 1 2 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 1 7 
6 5 2 2 2 -0 4 3 3 4 3 2 5 4 7 
5 4 1 0 0 0 1 4 2 3 3 2 !f. 4 7 
4 4 3 2 0 2 1 1 3 3 3 2 3 4 0 
3 3 2 0 0 0 3 3 2 4 2 2 3 0 7 
5 3 1 2 2 0 1 3 2 4 3 1 3 2 7 
5 1 1 0 0 0 4 3 3 4 3 2 4 0 7 
4 . 3 2 0 1 2 0 4 2 1 1 . 2  2 0. 5 
3 3 1 0 0 0 0 3 3 4 0 2 4 2 5 
5 1 2 1 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 
4 3 2 0 0 0 2 4 3 4 3 2 5 1 7 
5 3 2 0 1 2 3 4 3 4 3 2 3 1 7 
0 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 1 0 1 3 0 6 
TABLE 5. Continued. Raw Data of Subjec ts. 
SS C . A. Sex 
14 4-8 F 
1 5  5-8 F 
1 6  5-8 F 
1 7 5-9 F 
1 8  5-9 F 
1 9 5-9 F 
20 5-9 
21 5-9 F 
22· 5-1 0 F 
23 5-1 0 F 
24 5-10 F 
25 5-1 0 F 
Exam­
in er 
1 
7 
8 
1 
8 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
To tal 
TACL 
88 
94 
' 81 
84 
84 
84 
. 82· 
96 
87 
78 . 
92 
92 
84 
84 
92 
To tal 
P.II.S 
29 
38 
19  
23 
32 
31 
29 
'2:1 
37 
'2:1 
36 
43 
47 
42 
36 
51 
Sub tests 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  1 1  12 .. 13 ' 14 15 
4 2 1 1 0 0 2 4 3 2 1 1 4 1 3 
. 
4 4 2 3 0 0 1 5 3 4 3 1 4 4 0 
5 3 2 1 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 
1 3 2 1 1 0 2 3 3 3 0 1 3 0 0 
6 4 2 1 0 0 0 4 2 2 1 2 2 .  0 7 
4 4 2 0 0 0 0 2 3 3 0 2 3 o �  
4 3 2 o o o o z 3 3 �o 2 4 o 6 
' 
2 · o  2 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 0 2 6 0 0 
6 3 2 1 0 0 2 3 3 3 2 1 3 2 6 
5 2 1 1 0 0 2 3 2 2 0 1 2 0 6 
. 
4 4 2 0 1 0 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 0 6 
5 4 2 1 1 0 3 4 3 3 2 2 3 3 7 
5 1 2 2 2 2 4 3 2 4 3 5 6 4 4 
6 3 2 1 0 2 5 3 3 3 1 2 3 2 6 
5 4 2 1 2 0 0 4 3 4 2 1 3 0 4 
TABLE 5. Continued. Raw Data of Subjects • 
. Ss C . A. 
26 .5-1 1 
2:1 .5-1 1 
28 6-o 
29 6-1 
30 6-1 
31 6-1 
32 6-1 
33 6-2 
34 6-2. 
35 6-2 
36 6-2 
37 6-3 
38 6-5 
39 6-10 
Sex 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
Exam­
in er 
8 
2 
1 
1 
8 
3 
3 
2 
.5 
1 . 
? 
7 
.5 
1 
1 
1 
Total 
TACL 
90 
82 
85 
83 
82 
84 
87 
86 
88 
92 
92 
81 
8o 
81 
86 
94 
Total 
PILS 
40 
30 
31 
28 
. 46  
47 
21 
29 
39 
49 .. 
43 
37 
42 
45 
37 
53 
.52 
Subtest •  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  1 1  1 2  13 1_4 1.5  
4 .5 1 3 0 1 0 � 3 1 3 2 3 2 7 
4 3 1 2 0 0 2 4 2 0 0 1 3 0 7 
6 2 2 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 3 1 2 0 7 
.5 6 2 1 1 0 0 4 2 2 3 3 1 2 7 
.5 4 2 2 1 1 3 4 3 4 3 2 3 3 6 
6 3 2 2 1 2 4 4 3 3 3 2 .5 0 7 
1 2 1 0 0 0 · 2 3 3 2 1 2 q. 0 0 
1 2 1 0 :o 0 2 3 3 3 3 2 5 1 3 
5 4 2 2 1 0 0 4 3 3 2 2 3· � 0 7 
6 5 2 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 7 
5 4 2 3 2 0 3 4 2 2 3 2 3 3 7 
5 .5 2 0 1 0 4 3 3 3 1 1 5 3 1 
6 5 2 2 1 'i 4 4 3 4 3 0 4 1 2 
6 4 2 ' 2 0 1 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 7 
2 2 2 2 0 0 .5 3 3 3 2 2 3 1 7 
5 .5 2 2 2 2 4 .5 2 3 1 2 7 4 7 
TABLE 5. Co�tinued. Rav Data of 8ubjec_taa 
SS c.A. Sex Exam- To tal 
iner T.ACL 
40 5-4 M 1 78 
41 5-4 M 1 83 
42 5-5 M, 4. 84 
43 5-5 M 1 82 
1 87 
44 .5-.5 M 6 79 
45 5-6 M 4 85 
46 5-6 M 1 85 
47 ,5--6 M 1 90 
48 ,5-8 M 5 78 
49 .5-8 M 4 82 
50 .5-8 M 1 96 
51 .5-8 M 1 83 
1 85 
.52 5-8 M 1 87 
Total Subtest 
PILS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  1 1  1 2  13 14 15 
29 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 3 1 3 0 7 
4-5 .5 3 2 0 1 0 0 3 1 3 ' 2 3 2 7 
32 4 3 2 2 0 1 0 5 3 3 0 2 0 0 ? 
31 .5 4 2 2 0 0 1 2 2 1 2 1 - 4 2 4 
32 .5 3 2 2 .  0 0 1 2 3 1 3 1 3 1 4 
26 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 4 2 2 1 2 2 0 .5 
35 4 2 2 2 0 2 0 3 3 4 0 2 3 1 ? 
42 6 ' 2 3 0 0 2 4 2 4 0 2 4 3 7 
39 0 4 2 2 2 0 2 4 3 4 3 2 3 3 5 
25 4 2 2 0 Q '. � 0 3 2 1 0 1 2 1 ? 
35 3 .2  2 2 2 0 3 2 3 3 2 1 3 0 7 
51 6 5 2 2 2 2 4 5 3 4 3 2 2 2 ? 
37 3 4 2 1 1 0 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 ? 
43 6 4 2 1 0 0 4 2 2 4 3 1 3 4 ? 
42 6 - 4 2 1 1 0 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 7 
.53_ 
TABLE 5. Continued . Rav Data. ot Subjec ts. 
· Ss C . A. 
53 5-8 
54- 5-8 
55 5-9 
56 5-9 
57 5-10 
58 .5-1 0 
.59 5-1 0 
60 5-1 1 
61 6-0 
62 6-0 
63 6-o 
64 6-0 
65 6-1 
66 6-1 
Sex 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
Exam­
iner 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
8 
1 
1 
2 
8 
8 
5 
. 1  
1 
8 
Total 
TACL 
84 
91 
97 
83 
92 
86 
86 
91 
79 
81 
80 
85 
89 
86 
89 
Total. 
FILS 
38 
48 
51 
40 
49 
41 
19  
45 
34 
38 
30 
44 
40 
39 
43 
_5!+ 
Subtest 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1  12 13 14 15 
5 3 2 1 9 0 � 4 2 4 3 2 3 0 5 
6 .5 3 3 0 2 4 2 3 4 3 2 3 3 7 
6 5 2 2 2 2 4 3 3 4 3 2 .5 3 5 
4 2 2 .  2 1 0 1 4 2 4 3 2 3 3 7 
6 4 2 2 2 1 � 4 3 4 3 2 3 3 7 
6 1 2 3 1 2 0 4 3 4 1 .2 .5 0 7 
5 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 3. 
5 3 1 3 2 1 4 5 3 4 3 2 2 0 7 
6 4 1 1 0 0 4 2 2 1 . 1 2 3 1 6 
1 . 3  2 1 2 0 4 .5 2 3 3 2 3 2 7 
3 5 2 1 0 0 0 4 2. 3 1 2 0 0 7 
.5 4 2 3 1 1 3 4 3 2 2 2 2 3 7 
5 .5 2 1 0 0 0 4 3 2 1 1 5 3 .5 
6 4 2 1 0 0 0 4 3 5 1 1 5 3 .5 
3 3 2 3 2 0 4 4 3 4 3 1 3 1 7 
TABLE 5. Continued._ Raw Data �f Subje� ta. 
Ss C . A  • •  Sex 
67 6-1 M 
68 6-1 M 
69 6-2 M 
70 6-3 M 
71 6-3 M 
72 6-3 M 
73 6-3 M 
74 6-7 M 
75 6-7 M 
Exam­
ine r 
6 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
Total 
TACL 
93 
76 
88 
84 
89 
89 
86 
83 
83 
Total 
PILS 
36 
35 
39 
1 8  
40 
51 
40 
34 
1 6  
55 
Subtest 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1  12 13 14 15 
6 3 2. 1 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 3 5 3 0 
6 0 2 0 1 1 2 4 3 1 1 2 7 0 5 
6 2 2 1 0 0 0 4 3 2 3 1 3 4 7 
2 3 2 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 
6 2 2 3 0 1 1 4 2 2 3 2 3 2 6 
6 5 2 2 1 0 5 3 3 3 3 2 5 4 7 
6 4 2 1 1 0 2 4 1 3 3 2 4 2 5 
3 3 1 0 1 0 2 4 2 3 3 2 3 0 7 
5 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
--
---
---
---
---
---
(facs im ile) 
PRIMARY I NDIVIDUAL LANGUAGE SCREF.NING 
Experimental Des ign 
S am e  or different : 
1 .  Take a bath . Take a b ag .  
Dat e o f  Birth 
C , A .  
2 .  The radio made me l augh . Th e  radio made me las t . 
3 .  St and s t ill . Stand s t i ff .  
4 .  Jeff got o ff the couch . Jeff got o ff the couch . 
5 . Ellen made a good c ake . Ellen made a goof cake . 
6 .  The carrot can t al k . Th e  parrot c an  t alk . 
Prounouns : 
7 .  He went to s chool e arly . 
8 .  When are them suppos ed t o  b e  home ? 
9 .  She put on the new dres s .  
1 0 . Him went ice skat ing . 
1 1 . What do you think about i t ?  
"What wou l d  happen i f : "  
1 2 . You forgot wh ere you lived ? 
1 3 .  You dropped an egg on the kitchen floor? 
"Whi ch·· one doesn ' t  fi t ?" 
1 4 . morning - afternoon 
15 . money t able 
1 6 .  eyes floor 
night 
chair 
ears 
"What is th e s ame about a l l  three words ?" 
1 7 .  red green b lue 
1 8 .  h e ad leg arm 
"Make a s entence us inp:?" 
1 9 . after supp er 
20 . in the mi ddle o f  the n i ght 
"What is the oppos it e  o f : " 
2 1 .  h appy 
2 2 . s o ft 
23 . sharp 
24 . pretty 
2 5 . easy 
An alog i es : 
2 6 . A dog h as hair, a b ird has 
t e a  
desk 
hands 
-�-- ----
2 7 . The summer is warm, the winter is 
---
---
2 8 . A boy c an b e  a brother, a girl can b e  a _  --
2 9 . A cow h as a calf, a hors e h as a 
-�--- ----
30 . An el ephant i s  large, a b i rd is 
--- ----
56 
" Say 
3 1 . 
3 2 . 
33 . 
thes e after me : " 
pi cture 
car 
woman 
tree 
fi sh 
cha ir 
" Fo l l ow the s e  d irec t i ons : " 
book 
fireman 
34 . Touch a sma l l ye l l ow square . 
mou s e  
35 . '  Touch a b i g  b lue circ l e  and a smal l yel l ow s quare . 
36 . Touch a b i g  b lue c irc l e  (paus e) a sma l l ye l l ow square , and a Qig 
gre en triangl e .  
37 . Touch a b i g  yel l ow square , a bi g gre en triangl e ,  no , a b i g  b l ue 
triang l e .  
"What i s  wrong with the s ent ence ? "  
3 8 . He h i t  the basebal l with the racket . 
39 . The o l d  man i s  two years o l d . 
4 0 . He t ook h i s  gun to the zoo to go hunt ing . 
Numbers : 
4 1 . What number . come s  after two ? 
4 2 . What number come s before t en ?  
5 7  
Wi ig and Seme l . Language Di s ab i l it ies in Ch i l dren and Adol es ent s . p .  60 . 
Norms . 
4 3 . The team o f  workers bui l t  the bridge . 
44 . Co l or l e s s  green i deas s l eep furious l y .  
45 . The boy h i t  the girl . 
46 . Didn ' t  the l ion chas e  the t i ger ? 
47 . She has washed p l a s t i c  sma l l e i ght cups . 
4 8 . Not in a tree to the l ake ran with . 
49 . He has s o l d  the l on g ,  heavy , grey , shiny car . 
Sentence Structure : 
5 0 . Ki cked - the boy - the bal l . 
5 1 . By the boy - was k i ck ed - the bal l . 
5 2 . The boy - the m i l k shake - drank . 
5 3 . The boy - the girl - the book - gave . 
54 . The doghous e - l ived in - the dog . 
Days o f  the week : 
5 5 . Sunday 
56 . Monday 
57 . Tuesday 
5 8 . Wednesday 
59 . Thursday 
60 . Friday 
6 1 . Saturday 
Obs ervat ions : 
5 8  
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Percenti le Rank ________ _ Mean for Age ___________ _ 
Standard Deviation fro m the Mean ____________________ _ 
Summary and Co m ments: ______________________ _ 
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R ESPONSE SECT I ON Age at which 
75% and 90% 
E N G L I SH of c h i l dren pass. 
C H I L D'S CO R R ECT 
R E SPONSE R ESPO N S E  75% 90% 
2 B icycle 3-0 3-0 
2 Bird 3-0 3-0 
1 G irl 3-0 3-0 
3 Cat 3-0 3-0 
2 Farm 3-0 3-6 
3 Sheep 3-0 3-6 
1 Hand 3-0 3-0 
1 Man 3-0 3-0 
3 Pa i nt 3-0 3-6 
2 Pair  7-0+ *  7 -0t 
1 R ed 3-0 3-6 
3 B lack 3-6 4 -0 
1 Ye l low 3-6 5 -0 
2 Big 3-6 4 -6 
1 Fast 4-0 6 -0 
3 Litt le  3-0 4-0 
1 Soft 5-0 6 -0 
2 Tal l  4-6 5 -0 
.J Show me the two that are a l ike. 5-0 5 -6 
1 These two are d ifferent. 6-6 7 -0+ 
1 Two 4-0 4 -0 
3 So me 6-0 7 -0+ 
3 Many 5-0 5-6 
2 F ind the middle car. 4-0 5 -6 
3 More 4-0 5 -0 
3 Four 5-0 5 -6 
1 A F ew 5-6 7 -0+ 
2 Second 6-0 6-6 
1 Half 6-0 7-0+ 
1 Here is a star. N ow point to the bottle on the left. 7-o+ 7 -0+ 
3 Eating 4-0 4-6 
3 Ju mp 3-0 3 -6 
1 R u nning 3-0 3 - 6  
2 Coming 7-0+ 7 -0+ 
3 Go i ng 3-6 5 -6 
2 H itting 3-0 3 -6 
1 Catch i ng 5-6 6 -6 
1 G iving 3-6 4 -0  
2 Up 3-0 4-0 
3 Easi ly 7-o+ 7 -0+ 
1 Gently 7-o+ 7 -0+ 
2 That 3-6 5 -0 
2 These 3-0 4 - 0  
1 On the table. 5-6 6 -6 
= 
3 Under the table.  5-6 6 -0 
2 I n  the box. 3-0 3 -0 
•1 1 The boy is at the side of the car. · 4-0 5 -6 
� 2 The cat is between the cars. 4-0 5 -6  
�9 1 The dog is in front of the ear. 4-0 5 - 6  
1$() 1 Far mer 5-0 6 - 6 
&51 3 Pai nter 4-0 6 - 0  
-2 2 Hitter 3-6 5 -0  
' At n o  age d id  given percent of ch i l d ren pass. 
��e at wh ich 
75% and 90% 
of ch i ldren pass. 
C H I LD'S CO R R E CT 
�M NO. R E.SPO N S E  R E S P O N S E  75% 90% 
...... 
� 3 F isherman 5-6 6-0 
54 2 Smal l er 4-0 5-0 
65 1 Ta l ler 4-0 5 -0 
16 2 Fattest 3-0 3-6 
&7 1 Bicycl ist 7-0+ 7-0+ 
58 1 Pianist 7-o+ 7-o+ 
19 2 They 3-6 6-6 
60 1 He 6-0 6-6 
rs1 3 She 6-6 7-o+ 
12 3 Mother gave the bal l  to her. 6-0 7-o+ 
13 1 H i s  puppy i s  black and white. 4-6 6-6 
84 1 She is go i n g shoppi ng. 6-6 7-o+ 
15 2 We're eati ng app l es. 6-6 7 -o+ 
66 1 Cha irs 6-0 7-o+ 
67 3 Bal ls 3-6 6-0 
68 1 Coats 5-6 6-6 
i89 2 Table 3-6 6-0 
PO 1 The sheep is eating. 6-6 7-o+ 
11 3 The fish are eati ng. 5-6 7-o+ 
112 2 The .g i rl  is sewing. 3-0 4-0 
�3 2 The g i rl is ju mping. 3-0 3-0 
�4 3 The man pa i nted the house. 5-6 7-0+ 
,5 3 The l ion has eaten. 6-0 7-0+ 
,6 1 He wi l l  h it the bal l .  7-0+ 7-0+ 
r1 3 The man has been cutting trees. 7-o+ 7-0+ 
f 8 1 The boy pu shes the girl .  5-0 6-6 
19 2 The car bu mps the train.  6- 6 7-o+ 
Bo 1 The donkey is carried by the man. 6-0 7-o+ 
11 1 The boy is chased by the dog. 5-6 6-0 
12 3 Who is by the tab le?  3-0 3-0 
83 2 When do you sleep? 4-6 5-6 
84 3 What do we eat? 3-6 5-6 
'5 2 The g ir l  is drawi ng. 3-6 5-0 
16 2 I t's not black.  4-6 5-9 
17 1 The girl  isn't ru nni ng. 5-6 7-0+ 
18 3 N either the boy nor the gir l  is j u mpi ng. 6-6 7-0+ 
i89 1 G o !  4-6 6-0 
IO 2 Don't cross ! 5-6 7-0+ 
11 1 S leeps 6-0 7 -o+ 
!92 1 H as ice cream. 6-6 7-0+ 
!93 3 F i nd the car that i s  on the street. 5-0 6-0 
.4 2 F i nd the cat with no eyes. 3-0 4-0 
95 1 She shows the g i r l  the boy. 7-o+ 7-:J+ 
96 3 A l a r ge b l u e  ba l l .  5-6 7-0+ 
17 3 A smal l red car. 4-0 6-0 
Is 1 The g i r l  is not swi mming. 7-o+ 7-0+ 
!99 2 I f  you're the teacher, poi nt to the dog; 7-o+ 7-0+ 
if not,  point  to the bear� 
� 2 F i nd th e one  that i s  ne ither the bal l  nor the table.  7-o+ 7 -0+ 
!01 1 Look at the th ird pictu re, then point to the baby 7-o+ 7 -0+ 
of this  a n i mal .  
ANA L Y S I S  S E C T I O N  
Su bscore According to Structure 
VOCA B U LA R Y  SU BSCO R E  Score 
Nou ns 1 - 1 0, 29, 30 _________________ _ 
Adj ectives 1 1 -28 _________________ _ 
Co lor 1 1 - 1 3  _________________ _ 
Qual ity 1 4-20 _________________ _ 
Quantity 2 1 -28 _________________ _ 
Verbs 3 1 -38 ______________________ _ 
Adverbs 39-4 1 ______________________ _ 
MORPHOLOGY SU BSCO R E  Score 
Noun, Verb, Adjective, & Derivat iona l  Suffix "er" __________ _ 
50-52, 54, 55 ____________ _ 
Noun + Derivati onal Suffix "er" + mascu l i ne suffix ________ _ 
53 _____________ _ 
Adjective + Derivational  Suffix "est" _____ 56 ________ _ 
Noun + Derivation al Suffix "ist" 57, 58 _______ _ 
Noun ( N u mber) ___ 66-69 ________________ _ 
Pronou ns ________________________ _ 
Demonstrative ( N u mber) _______ 42,43 _______ _ 
Personal  ( N u mber & Gender) 59-63, 65 ______ _ 
Verbs 
Nu mber 70,7 1  
Tense 64, 7 2-77 
Voice 78-8 1 
Status 85-88, 98 
Prepositi ons 44-49 
I nterrogatives 82-84 
SYNTAX . SU BSCO R E  ____________ Score 
Si mple I mperative Sentence ___ 89, 90 ___________ _ 
Noun-Verb ( Nu mber Agreement) 9 1 , 92 _________ _ 
Complex Sentence with I nd ependent Clause & Dependent Adjectival 
Clause · 93, 94 __________________ _ 
Direct- I nd i rect Object 95 _______ _________ _ 
Noun Phrase with 2 Adjective M od i fiers. ___ 96, 97 _______ _ 
Complex I mperative Sentence with Condit ional  C lause ___ 99 ___ _ 
Compl ex I mperative Sentence U s i n g  neither/nor ____ l OO ____ _ 
Compound I mperative Sentence _ __ 1 0 1 __ ___ -,---____ _ 
(fill 
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